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Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

The undersigned would like to thank Examiner Nadav for the courtesies extended in a 
telephonic conference conducted on October 19, 2006. The applicants contacted Examiner 
Nadav in response to a voicemail from Examiner Nadav querying whether the applicants 
wished to abandon the application. 

During the conference, the applicants indicated that they did not wish for the 
application to be abandoned. The applicants explained that an interview summary was filed 
with the examiner's supervisor Eddie Lee on December 7, 2005 indicating that the 
abandonment was improper. The applicants further explained that they had received a 
Decision on Petition dated December 20, 2005 indicating that the abandonment was 
rescinded and that the examiner was to issue an Office action. 
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Examiner Nadav indicated that he had not been notified by the Office of the Decision 
on Petition. Examiner Nadav requested that the applicants fax the Decision on Petition to 
him at 571-273-1 660. The applicants have faxed the Decision on Petition to the examiner. A 
copy of the Decision on Petition is also attached hereto. Examiner Nadav indicated that the 
application would be in order after he received the Decision on Petition. Accordingly, the 
applicants look forward to receiving a response on the merits of this application. 

The undersigned hereby thanks Examiner Nadav for his courtesy and professionalism 
in handling this matter in a manner to ensure that the applicants are not prejudiced by the 
above-noted PTO actions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HANLEY, FLIGHT & ZIMMERMAN, LLC. 
Suite 4220 

20 North Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312) 580-1020 



By: /Michael W. Zimmerman/ 
Michael W. Zimmerman 
Registration No. 57,993 
Agent for Intel Corporation 

October 19, 2006 
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In re Application of: 
Steven Towle et al. 
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This is a response to applicant's telephonic inquiry and a written communication entitled 
"Interview Summary" filed December 7, 2005, via facsimile transmission, which is treated as a 
petition to withdraw the holding of abandonment of the above-identified application. 

The petition is GRANTED . 

This application was held abandoned for failure to respond in a timely manner to the restriction 
requirement of October 5, 2004. A Notice of Abandonment was mailed on December 1, 2005. 

Petitioner states that the holding of abandonment is improper because the restriction requirement 
of October 5, 2004, is a second restriction requirement that is based on the same ground as that 
set forth a first restriction requirement of June 25, 2004. Petitioner asserts that prior to receipt of 
the second restriction requirement, petitioner was contacted by the then examiner of record to 
inform petitioner that the restriction requirement was issued in error and should have been 
disregarded. Petitioner was also informed that the erroneous action would be replaced by an 
Office action on the merits. On December 6, 2005, petitioner received a notice of abandonment 
indicating that the application was held abandoned for failure to reply to the second restriction 
requirement. 

A review of the application record reveals that in response to the first restriction requirement 
requiring election between two groups of claims that were deemed to be directed to two 
patentably distinct inventions: Group I with claims 1-25 and Group II with claims 26-44. The 
reply to the restriction requirement filed July 26, 2004 canceled claims 26-44 and thus restricted 
examination to claims 1-25, all the claims pending at this time. The second restriction 
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